It is not often that I tie an editorial to papers in the journal but since so much of this issue is the work of one author and concerned with scientific minutiae of an asbestos type some explanation is necessary. I last wrote on the subject some 4 years ago [1] and for the same reasons. The new work presented here is the final chapters of a major study which has focused on many aspects of a particular type of ''white'' asbestos otherwise known as chrysotile. More specifically, Coalinga chrysotile which is found in California. For those who have little knowledge of ''asbestos'' the most reasonable question to ask at this point is ''why''? Why does one compound, albeit widely used, deserve such detailed examination. The answers are several. For well over a century ''white'' asbestos has been mined and exported and made into a variety of products that exploit its particular desirable properties. It is everywhere in our built environments. Once upon a time it was called the ''magic mineral''. Unfortunately, the passage of time has shown serious problems and there is a dark side to this. Chrysotile is not particularly durable or biopersistent in the body but there are durable, biopersistent, mineral fibers which, if of a certain size, may cause very undesirable pathology in people. Serious illness, particularly cancer, can result from exposure to the fibrous forms of some amphibole minerals, particularly those commonly known as ''blue'' and ''brown'' asbestos. Much of this pathology can also be caused by chrysotile but the levels of exposure required are very much higher. For chrysotile there is a very definite and calculable threshold of effect. Occupational exposure is the only likely source of high exposure to chrysotile today. However, strict controls in place in just about every country should ensure that high exposures would be unlikely, against regulations and illegal. In consequence, such exposure and the possible health effects means that in most countries they can now be regarded as historical. So, the question ''why'' expands to ''why should chrysotile, exposure to which is highly regulated, be considered with these far more dangerous, highly biopersistent minerals''. Minerals so unlike chrysotile in their behavior in the body, and quite unlike the type of chrysotile discussed here which, in animal experiments has the half-life of its longer fibers less than a day and for the shorter ones just 1 week [2] .
Geology is not a simple science and neither is the associated mineralogy. This muddies the waters somewhat. One problem is that some amphibole minerals are found in close association with chrysotile, although this is not the case with the chrysotile in question [3] . Also, the fibrous amphiboles and chrysotile were, in the past, lumped together for commercial reasons and all given the name ''asbestos''. That they sometimes had different uses and were disparate in their action on the body was largely disregarded and today the generic term is a delight to plaintiff 's lawyers to whom all asbestos minerals are ''asbestos'' and the individuality of the various minerals is of no consequence. One guilty, all guilty except that if science is allowed to enter the argument it ceases to be so clear cut. And so, if lawyers have their way, it almost never is which is why I am publishing these three papers. They give some more scientific underpinning to add to the wealth of good science already out there and striving to have its voice heard. Science, that when it comes down to biopersistence and health effects, differentiates the two mineral types as clearly as chalk from cheese.
Of course, the reason ''why'' is not just to boost one side of a legal argument. There is no better issue to illustrate the highly complex interplay between science, the law, governmental regulation, and political motivation than asbestos. The asbestos toxic tort ''monster'' is known to many countries and has, in one form or another, cost many billions of dollars. In the US alone, to date, the cost simply of abatement is well over $50 billion and Forbes magazine has estimated that just this part of ''dealing with asbestos'' will finally cost over $200 billion [4] . These are not paper sums, everyone in the Western world will contribute to them [5] . One reason this has occurred is because good science has been (deliberately?) overlooked by Governments and the legal profession -if the two can be separated. Politicians operate within the short term. A problem arises -solve it. Planning for the future -when politicians of another stripe may be in power is not part of their perceived remit. Lawyers have deep pockets to line.
